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2a)n This action is FINAL. 2b)M This action is non-final. 

3) n Since this application is in concjition for allowance except for fomnal matters, prosecution as to the nnerits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 JJSC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed xrnder the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 1,7, 12 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Allred 
et al (US 6,310,982) (hereinafter, Allred"). 

With regard to claim 1 Allred discloses a method for identifying motion in a sequence of 
images (See, col. 4 lines 19-24) comprising: determining a difference in pixel value between a 
pixel in a first image (the current image defined by Xi(t) at col. 4 line 31) and a corresponding 
pixel in a second image (immediately previously image defined by Xo(t-l)) (the difference, 'D' 
is obtained as disclosed at col. 4 lines 30-36 and further at col. 5 lines 32-38), determining an 
image gradient (i.e., weighted average value) measure in a vicinity of the pixel (See, col. 4 for 
weighted average value and further explained in detail at col. 6 lines 3-15), and classifying the 
pixel as stationary based on the difference in pixel value and the image gradient measure (the 
status of the pixel value is determined by image gradient value in relation to motion value 'M' 
and the difference value 'D' as disclosed at col. 4 line 55 to col. 5 lines 1-12). 

Claim 7 recites identical features as claim 1 except claim 7 is a system claim. Thus, 
arguments similar to that presented above for claim 1 is equally applicable to claim 7. Note, 
Allred discloses an apparatus (a system) in his invention as disclosed at col 4 lines 1-18. 
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With regard to claim 12 AUred discloses video images, which are inherently obtained by 
a video camera(s). 

Claim 13 recites identical features as claim 1 except claim 13 is a computer program 
claim. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above for claim 1 is equally applicable to claim 
13. Note, a computer program is run by a processor, which is disclosed in a system in Allred's 
invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 2-3, 5, 8-9, 1 1-12, 14-15, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over AUred (US 6,310,982) in view of Catros, et al. (US 4,613,894) (hereinafter, 
"Catros"). 

With regard to claim 2 Allred discloses classifying the pixel as stationary based on the 
difference in pixel value and the image gradient measure as disclosed in claim 1 . Allred does not 
expressly disclose classifying the pixel as stationary based on a comparison of the difference in 
pixel value to a defined threshold level Catros discloses this at col. 3 lines 17-32 and 56-62. 
Allred and Catros are combinable because they are from the same field of endeavor, i.e., motion 
detection. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill 
in the art to combine the teaching of Catros with Allred. The motivation for doing so is to avoid 
any loss in point value for motion calculation as suggested by Catros at col. 3 lines 29-33. 



Application/Control Number: 09/854,043 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2621 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Catros with Allred to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 2. 

With regard to claim 3 Catros discloses determining the image gradient including: 
determining a first average change in pixel values between pixels to the left and right of the pixel 
(i.e., horizontal direction), and determining a second average change in pixel values between 
pixels above and below the pixel (i.e., vertical direction) (see, col. 4 lines 6-13). 

Claim 5 recites identical features as claim 2 except claim 5 discloses classifying non- 
stationary pixel rather than stationary which is disclosed by Catros at col. 3 lines 17-32 and 56- 
62. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above for claim 2 is equally applicable to claim 5. 

With regard to claim 8 Catros discloses the processor is fiirther configured to classify the 
pixel as containing stationary (or moving data), based on a comparison of the difference in pixel 
value to at least one of: a defined threshold level (See, col 3 lines 17-32 and 56-62), (and a 
threshold level that is dependent upon a misalignment factor that corresponds to a degree of 
misalignment between the first and second images). 

Claim 9 recites identical features as claim 3 except claim 9 is a system claim. Thus, 
arguments similar to that presented above for claim 3 is equally applicable to claim 9. 

With regard to claim 11 Catros discloses classifying the pixel as containing moving data 
if a difference between the difference in pixel value and the image gradient measure is greater 
than a defined threshold level (See, col. 3 lines 33-44, 56-62 and col. 4 lines 1-5). 

With regard to claim 12 Catros discloses a camera at col 4 lines 63-64. 

Claim 14 recites identical features as claim 8. Thus, arguments similar to that presented 
above for claim 8 is equally applicable to claim 14. 
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Claim 15 recites identical features as claim 9. Thus, arguments similar to that presented 
above for claim 9 is equally applicable to claim 15. 

Claim 17 recites identical features as claim 11. Thus, arguments similar to that presented 
above for claim 1 1 is equally applicable to claim 17. 

5. Claims 4, 6, 10, 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Allred 
(US 6,310,982) in view of Banh et al. (US 5,150,426) (hereinafter, "Banh")- 

With regard to claim 4 Allred discloses method of claim 1 . Allred does not expressly 
disclose aligning the first image and the second image. Banh discloses this at col. 6 lines 9-12 
and lines 65-68 to col 7 lines 1-7, col. 7 lines 28-32. Allred and Banh are combinable because 
they are from the same field of endeavor, i.e., motion detection. At the time of the invention, it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teaching of Banh 
with Allred. The motivation for doing so is to eliminate requirement to track the images and to 
measure the spatial coordinate differences between the two images as suggested by Banh at col. 
7 lines 1-7. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Banh with Allred to obtain the 
invention as specified in claim 2. 

With regard to claim 6 Banh discloses classifying the pixel further based on a 
misalignment factor that corresponds to an estimate of a misalignment between the first and 
second images (See, col. 7 line 68 to col. 8 lines 1-3 and 12-16). 

Claim 10 recites identical features as claim 4. Thus, arguments similar to that presented 
above for claim 4 is equally applicable to claim 10. 
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Claim 16 recites identical features as claim 10. Thus, arguments similar to that presented 
above for claim 10 is equally applicable to claim 16. 

Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not reHed upon is considered pertinent to applicant*s 
disclosure. US 6,167,164; US 6,625,318. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ShefaK D Patel whose telephone number is 703-306-4182. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00am - 5:00pm (First Friday Off). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Leo H Boudreau can be reached on 703-305-4706. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for pubUshed applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
appUcations is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Shefali D Patel 
Examiner 
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June 24, 2004 




